FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

June 4, 2015

MEMORANDUM
To: The Commission

Through: Alec Palmer
Staff Director

From: Patricia C. Orrock "?06/

Chief Compliance Officer

Thomas E. Hintermister bj Wg:

Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

Martin L. Favin W

Audit Manager

By: Camilla Reminsky
Lead Auditor C‘JL’

Subject: Audit Division Recommendation Memorandum on Gai'y Johnson 2012, Inc

Pursuant to Commission Directive No. 70 (FEC Directive on Processing Audit Reports),
the Audit staff presents its reccommendations below and discusses the findings in the
attached Draft Final Audit Report (DFAR). The Office of General Counsel (OGC) has
reviewed this memorandum and concurs with the recommendations.

Please note that pursuant to 11 CFR § 9038.2(a)(2) the notification of repayment must be
delivered via the Final Audit Report to Gary Johnson 2012, Inc (GJ2012) no later than
three years after the candidate’s Date of Ineligibility (DOI), which in this case is May §,
2015. GJ2012 has entered into several tolling agreements in order to extend the time for .
notification of repayment, and the current deadline is July 8, 2015. Therefore, the Audit
Division and Office of General Counsel (OGC) have developed a plan to expedite
processing of the audit report.



Finding 1. Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report (PAR), Gary Johnson 2012, Inc
(GJ2012) provided additional bank statements and invoices to show actual
winding down costs, and did not dispute the Net Outstanding Campaign
Obligations calculations contained in the PAR. In response to the DFAR, GJ2012
accepted the Audit staff’s Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations calculations that
show that Gary Johnson did not receive matching fund payments in excess of his
entitlement.

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission find that the Candidate did not
receive matching fund payments in excess of his entitlement.'

Finding 2. Amounts Owed to the U.S. Treasury

In response to the PAR, GJ2012 provided additional information, and disputed the
Audit staff’s conclusion. In response to the DFAR, GJ2012 disputed the premise’
for the Audit staff’s calculation of amounts owed to the U.S. Treasury and stated
that GJ2012 acted in good faith. GJ2012 also agreed with the Audit staff’s
calculation of matching funds received based on contributions ineligible to be
submitted, and stated that they would repay this amount to the U.S. Treasury.

Directive 70 provides a committee with an opportunity for an audit hearing to
address violations of the FECA (Title 52 audit findings). If the Commission
makes a determination that matching funds are repayable to the U.S. Treasury,
then the Candidate may request a hearing on violations of the Matching Funds Act
through the administrative review process (11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)). Nevertheless,
GJ2012’s legal counsel (Counsel) requested leeway to address the part of this
finding that he believed is separate and apart from the repayment issue so that
GJ2012 may address this later if the Commission determines that repayment is
necessary. Counsel stated that if it were not for the failure to update the disclaimer
on GJ2012’s website, GJ2012 would have been compliant with the Matching Fund
Act. Counsel stated that GJ2012 acted as it thought it was allowed to, allocating
the first $250 from each contributor to the primary election and getting that
amount matched, and allocating all subsequent amounts from each contributor to
the general election.

Counsel presented a chart that showed that funds post-DOI were deposited first to
the general election account, then the first $250 from each contributor was
transferred to the primary election account, thus keeping matchable and non-
matchable contributions separate. He further stated that he sees the Audit staff’s
calculations, based on commingled accounts, as an overbroad interpretation of the
Kennedy case (Kennedy for President Committee v. Federal Election Commission
(D.C. Cir. 1984)). Counsel explained that the accounts were separate, with all

! The Audit staff notes that in the response to the PAR and the DFAR, GJ2012 alluded to assets which have
not yet been valued, and the possibility of debt settlement. The addition of assets and/or reduction of debt
on the NOCO could result in the Candidate having received matching fund payments in excess of his
entitlement.

? OGC has addressed GJ2012’s arguments in its legal analyses on the DFAR and this recommendation
memorandum.



matching funds and primary contributions kept in one account, and all general
contributions kept in another account. He stated that every expense that primary
funds were used for was a qualified expense, and that the activity is clearly
separated. Counsel further stated that the repayment ratio formula did not need to
be applied in this case because the activity can clearly be seen, and that using the
repayment ratio does not meet the purpose of the statute.

Counsel’s argument for leniency is based on the premise that GJ2012 intended to
change its disclaimer after the primary election, but the fact remains that the
disclaimer was not changed, and in keeping with the disclaimer actually used, the
first $2,500 from each contributor was properly designated by Audit staff to the
primary election and all subsequent donations from each contributor were
designated to the general election. Counsel’s argument is also based on the
premise that if the disclaimer had been changed, GJ2012 would not have spent
private funds allocated to the primary election on non-qualified (general election)
expenses. The Audit staff notes that after DOI, GJ2012 deposited $158,125 in -
private donations directly in the primary account and $1,267,858 in the general
election account. GJ2012 only transferred $2,200 from the general election
account to the primary election account. The Audit staff’s rough estimate of
contributions aggregating $250 or less received after DOI is more than several
hundred thousand dollars. The Audit staff has seen no evidence from bank
statements or similar documentation that any more than $160,325 ($158,125 in
private donations directly deposited in the primary account + $2,200 in transfers
from the general account to the primary account) was deposited into the primary
account. If funds designated to the primary election were kept in the general
election account, then primary and general election funds were still commingled,
regardless of which disclaimer GJ2012 was following.

A supplemental response submitted by GJ2012 after the audit hearing addressed
the legal premise for the method of calculation of repayment, and is addressed in
the attached memo from the Office of General Counsel.

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make a determination that
$333,441 is payable to the United States Treasury.

Finding 3. Use of General Election Contributions for Primary Election
Expenses

In response to the PAR, GJ2012 stated that the Committee used an acceptable
method of accounting to separate general and primary election receipts, and that
the use of general election contributions for primary election expenses was an
advance against anticipated matching funds. In response to the DFAR, GJ2012
requested that the arguments made in response to the PAR be reconsidered and
requested an audit hearing to present GJ2012’s arguments.

During the audit hearing, Counsel agreed that GJ2012 did use general election
contributions for primary election expenses. However, Counsel stated that these
were only to cover short term gaps in cash flow and it would have been a burden to
seek outside funds for such short term matters. Counsel stated that the finding



lacks context, and that it seems unreasonable and not the intent of the Act to force
committees to engage in commercial transactions in order to cover such short term
cash flow issues. Counsel emphasized that these were short-term loans only, and
stated that he thought that it would be easy to tell if any committee was abusing
this leeway.

After considering Counsel’s presentation during the audit hearing, the Audit staff
maintains that GJ2012 was not permitted to use general election contributions for
primary election expenses prior to the primary election date. The Audit staff notes
that GJ2012 did have negative bank balances according to the bank’s daily balance
calculations on five occasions before the primary election date, presumably using
an overdraft allowance in the bank account. These negative balances lasted at
most for two days. However, if the general election funds had not been kept in the
bank account, it would have been negative thirty-nine days, at an average of six
days at a time. The longest time that GJ2012’s balance would have been negative
had general election contributions not been in the account was the sixteen days
preceding the primary election date. The Audit staff contends that the general
election funds should have been either deposited in the general election account
when received, or transferred to that account immediately after GJ2012 discovered
that general election funds were in the primary election account, and should not
have been available to cover overages instead of the bank overdraft that GJ2012
used on occasion.

During the audit hearing, Counsel said that in the DFAR, the Audit staff stated that
it took into account that time elapsed between the date a contribution was received
and the date it was deposited to the bank, then contradicted itself and did not
actually take that into account while calculating the amount of general election
funds used for primary election expenses. Counsel’s interpretation of the Audit
staff’s actions is incorrect. The Audit staff used the contribution date provided by
GJ2012 rather than the bank deposit date. The Audit staff notes that by using the
contribution dates in its calculations, Audit staff used the date that GJ2012
considered contributions to be in its accounts rather than using the bank deposit
date, which could be days later. Thus, the Audit staff calculated funds available to
GJ2012 at the earliest possible date, and in fact, the date that GJ2012’s accounting
staff considered those funds to be at its disposal. The Audit staff used GJ2012’s
contribution dates in order to provide the most beneficial outcome for GJ2012.

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission find that GJ2012 used $12,936
in general election contributions for primary election expenses prior to the general .
election.

Finding 4. Reporting of Debts and Obligations

In response to the PAR, GJ2012 amended its reports to materially correct the
disclosure of debts and obligations on Schedule D-P. In response to the DFAR,
GJ2012 discussed its method of accounting, in which GJ2012 “re-allocated
payments” in December of 2014 to pay off $171,000 of the $300,000 win bonus
within the 30-day regulatory requirement, so that the $171,000 would be



considered a qualified expense.’ The Audit staff notes that while GJ2012 may
amend its reports to reflect corrections to reporting or apply a different accounting
method at any time, the win bonus was not actually paid within the time frame, as
required. As this bonus was not paid within 30 days after the Candidate’s DOI, the
Audit staff does not consider any portion of the bonus to be a qualified campaign
expense.

In response to the DFAR, GJ2012 requested an audit hearing during which
Counsel stated that GJ2012 had amended its reports to correctly report debts and
obligations, and that the there were no further substantive comments regarding this
finding.

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission find that GJ2012 did not
disclose debts to nine vendors totaling $447,567, as required.

Finding 5. Extension of Credit by a Commercial Vendor

In response to the PAR, GJ2012 presented an affidavit from the proprietor of
NSON and redacted contracts to dispute the Audit staff’s suggestion that NSON
made a prohibited contribution to GJ2012. In response to the DFAR, GJ2012
stated that NSON should not be forced to reveal the names of its clients, and that it
is in the normal course of business for an entity to be late in billing. GJ2012
further stated that it could not value the assets referred to in their response to the
PAR at this time, and that it will not pursue debt settlement until after the audit is
completed. In its response to the DFAR, GJ2012 also requested an audit hearing
to present the Committee’s arguments.

During the audit hearing, Counsel stated that GJ2012 does not believe that there
was any extension of credit by NSON outside the normal course of business.
Counsel stated that the language of the contract stated that NSON may assess
interest charges, not that the company must assess those charges. Counsel further
stated that vendors regularly use the threat of interest charges as leverage and do
not always assess those charges. In addition, Counsel stated that there is nothing
that says a vendor must sue in order to get paid. In fact, it would not be in the
vendor’s best interest to litigate, as it might damage its reputation and may lead to
a difficulty in finding or keeping other clients. Counsel stated that any vendor
would work with their client in order to seek payment without litigation, and stated
that there have been conversations between NSON and GJ2012 in order to resolve
the outstanding payments. Counsel also stated that part of the attempt to settle the
outstanding debts hinges on intangible assets for which GJ2012 does not yet have
a value. Counsel stated that GJ2012 could not value the assets until after the audit
and repayment process is over, because over time, the assets lose value, and they
may also lose value if GJ2012 must make a large repayment to the U. S. Treasury.

Counsel addressed the Audit staffs assertion in the DFAR that it is unable to
determine whether the contracts between NSON and other clients indicate that

3 This argument pertains to the calculations in Finding 2 of non-qualified expenses, not to the substance of
Finding 4.



NSON contracted with other political and non-political clients in the same manner,
because the client names have been redacted. Counsel stated that the fact that
these contracts are all substantially similar shows that NSON contracted in the
same manner with all its clients. Counsel further stated that it would not be
reasonable to breach confidentiality with those clients to reveal their names so that
the Audit staff can verify that the provided contracts are with both political and
non-political clients.

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission find that NSON made a
prohibited contribution to GJ2012 by extending credit beyond the normal course of
business and not making commercially reasonable attempts to collect $1,752,032
from GJ2012 for services rendered. -

If this recommendation memorandum is approved, a Proposed Final Audit Report will be
prepared as soon as possible after the Commission’s vote, due to the impending
notification of repayment deadline.

This recommendation memorandum is being circulated on a 72-hour tally basis. In case
of an objection, Directive No. 70 states that the Audit Division Recommendation
Memorandum will be placed on the next regularly scheduled open session agenda.

Documents related to this audit report can be viewed in the Voting Ballot Matters folder.
Should you have any questions, please contact Camilla Reminsky or Marty Favin at 694-
1200. '

Attachments:
- Draft Final Audit Report of the Audit Division on Gary Johnson 2012, Inc
- Office of General Counsel Legal Comments on the Audit Division
Recommendation Memorandum on Gary Johnson 2012, Inc (LRA #905)

cc: Office of General Counsel
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' 26 U.S.C. §9038(a).
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Part I
Background

Authority for Audit

This report is based on an audit of Gary Johnson 2012, Inc (GJ2012), undertaken by the
Audit Division of the Federal Election Commission (the Commission) as mandated by
Section 9038(a) of Title 26 of the United States Code. That section states, “After each
matching payment period, the Commission shall conduct a thorough examination and
audit of the qualified campaign expenses of every candidate and thorized

committees who received [matching] payments under section Iso, Section
9039(b) of the United States Code and Section 9038.1(1)(?) ul the Commlssxon []
Regulations state that the Commission may conduct o: hu cxinmnitions and audits from

time to time as it deems necessary.

Scope of Audit
This audit examined original and amended repon\ gg;ed by 5J2012 before the d\.'ldlt
notlflcatlon letter was sent on December 3, 2012%% ?a,n g, aud ht dlso exammedf{he original

covered by this audit: !
1. the campalgn s compliance with 11 3 ?it_'ens for contnb and loans;
2, the campa:gn s compliance with the’ -'rm' or candi % contributions and loans;

3. the campaign’s compliance with the prohxblqgn@%%egtmg prohibited
contributions; B,

,‘ 1"
. the disclosure of 1Bt recewed 4 #

4
5. the disclosure Qﬁ dishursemefjts, debts angﬁ ligations;

6. the consistency beiwéen repo ted ligures ’Jfank records;

7. the accuracy of the SHtcment ¢ \e* O <w.r.: :ing Campaign Obligations;
8. the ﬁp‘ﬁgﬁp compliance with spending limits;

9. the pletenc“ ol rds: ; d

10. qﬁur c.lmpalgn op&tations n y to the review.

Invento: s;' of Campaign Records
R

affigutinely ccfﬁducts an inventory of campaign records before it begins
audit fieldwork. Gi}agl frecords were materially complete and fieldwork commenced
immediately. '%’é?ﬁ
Committee Structure
GJ2012 was the only campaign committee authorized by Gary Johnson, the Candidate,
for the 2012 Presidential election. This committee conducted both primary and general
election activity for the Candidate. GJ2012 opened two bank accounts: a primary
account and a general account. In practice, GJ2012 deposited nearly all contributions

2 Amendments filed after December 3, 2012, were given a limited review to determine if issues noted in the
Preliminary Audit Report were corrected by GJ2012.



received before the Candidate’s nomination in the primary account, and most
contributions received after the nomination in the general account. GJ2012 received
matching funds for the primary campaign and this audit covered committee activity and
information obtained to determine whether or not expenses were qualified campaign
expenses defrayed in connection with the primary election.




Part 11
Overview of Campaign

Campaign Organization

Important Dates

e Date of Registration April 22, 2011 “

o _Date of Ineligibility’ May 5,2012 &

e Audit Coverage April 1, 2011, 4K ovcmber 30, 2014"

Headquarters Salt Lake Gify, §tak:_

Bank Information 8 __

e Bank Depositories Oneﬁ =

e Bank Accounts One pnmary checking at t and one general

heeking account i

Treasurer R

o Treasurer When Audit Was Conducted

o Treasurer During Period Covered by udit &worth (4/22/11 - 1/4/12)
. Chet Goodwf'% | 5/12 — Present)

Management Information "Yg‘ Bl

e Attended Commission Campaign Fmance'-s g L 7

Seminar & 1o

e Who Handled Accou_gﬁﬁ?u nd

Recordkeeping Tasks} S a5
e -
4 -
& ‘“ﬁ?" .
’;’ﬁ

) %
g
>

!@z-_n.

Ry ﬁ
\ﬁ?r-?‘!#. é-,w
.:;';. bt

* A threshold submission was submitted on April 26, 2012, and the Commission certified the Candidate as eligible
to receive matching funds on May 24, 2012. The period during which the Candidate was eligible for matching
funds ended on May 5, 2012, his date of ineligibility (DOI). However, GJ2012 submitted contributions for
matchmg funds it had received before DOI. Due to the campaign's outstanding debt, GJ2012 was able to submit
primary election contributions received after DOI for matching as well.

* The Audit staff conducted limited reviews of receipts and éxpenditures after December 31, 2012 to determine
whether the Candidate was eligible to receive additional matching funds.



Overview of Financial Activity

(Audited Amounts)
Cash-on-hand @ April 1, 2011 $0
Receipts
o Contributions from Individuals’ 2,249,318
o _Matching Funds Received” 510,261
Total Receipts $2°759,579
Disbursements 43,

o_ Operating Expenditures

o Fundraising Disbursements

o Exempt Legal and Accounting

Disbursements
Total Disbursements o é_ﬂ& %, $2,718, 64@
Cash-on-hand @ December 31, 2012 ‘:‘%"{ g:,f T, $ 43,933_3
i

5 GJ2012 received approximately 24,500 contributions from more than 1,400 individuals.

¢ As of the Candidate’s DOI (May 5, 2012), GJ2012 had received no matching funds. GJ2012 received 6 payments
totaling $632,017 as of January 8, 2013.



Part III
Summaries

Findings and Recommendations

Finding 1. Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

The Audit staff’s review of GI2012’s financial activity through November 30, 2014, and
estimated winding down costs indicated that the Candidate did ‘gg_fﬁiggfive matching fund
payments in excess of his entitlement. e

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report mcomnendﬁ%‘f)sn; G B
additional bank statements and invoices to show actughwi

12 provided
2costs, and did not

(e
& T

Finding 2. Amounts Owed to the Hi$/Tréasury
During audit fieldwork, the Audit staggs review of GJ2@ 12" receipts and disbursements
determined that primary election fund§ were spent on no::-.; :alified campaign expenses
and that matching funds were received lor con:nhutions thathwereot eligible to be
matched. '% &

In response to the PrelimifidizAudit Repon%g?éﬁgmmcngu ion, GJ2012 provided
additional informatigrand disfigited the Aud'ﬁéfmffs conclusion. Audit staff does not

find GJ2012's argufiiefits compelliig, and recotnmends that the Commission make a

determination that $337§“s'_---§ 1 is zﬁ%%;e to the Uited States Treasury. (For more detail,
7 '?ﬁ e L e Py - ,“.‘._\i?
scc p- 11-) 4:'{!-'5“{:3*5 5 i ..';&‘k}"

AR

Findiiig 3. Us&the% Election Contributions for
Priméfy Election Expenses
During audiifieldwork, the Audit staff’s review of GJ2012’s receipts and disbursements

e

e=ROI period inlicated that GJ2012 spent $12,396 in general election

=

receipts on prirh“ﬁf%t?i expenses prior to the Candidate’s DOI.
Pr

In response to the Prghiminary Audit Report, GJ2012 stated that the use of general
election receipts for primary election expenses was an advance against anticipated
matching funds. The Audit staff notes that short-term advances against matching funds
must come from a qualified financial institution, and be secured by certified matching
funds amounts. (For more detail, see p. 18.)

Finding 4. Reporting of Debts and Obligations

During audit fieldwork, the Audit staff’s review of GJ2012’s disbursements indicated that
debts from seven vendors totaling $407,455 were not disclosed on Schedule D-P (Debts
and Obligations), as required.



In response to the Preliminary Audit Report, GJ2012 submitted additional invoices for
debts to two vendors that were not previously disclosed to Audit staff. This resulted in a
total of $447,567 in debts owed to nine vendors that were not disclosed on Schedule D-P
as required. GJ2012 amended its reports to materially correct the disclosure of debts and
obligations on Schedule D-P. (For more detail, see p. 20.)

Finding 5. Extension of Credit by a Commercial Vendor
During audit fieldwork, the Audit staff’s review of GJ2012’s disbursements suggested
that NSON’ made a prohibited contribution to GJ2012 by extendigg credit beyond its
normal course of business and not making commercially reasonfble dttempts to collect
$1,752,032 from GJ2012 for services rendered. .

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report, GJ2012 re?{ted arrgffidavit from the
proprietor of NSON and redacted contracts to dispu %@.,A dit staft’ xﬁ ggestion that
NSON made a prohibited contribution to GIJ2012#However, neither GJ2)12 nor the
vendor presented any documentation to demogSiratc that other clients werc su,lgiéct to the
same billing practices, or that GJ2012 was regularly and ligiciy, billed for seffices
rendered. (For more detail, see p. 22.)

.
‘“’z-'fﬁh‘
K

7 NSON is a registered corporation in the state of Utah that also does business as Political Advisors.
GJ2012 reported disbursements to Political Advisors, but all contracts and invoices were received from
NSON.



Summary of Amounts Owed to the United
States Treasury

¢ Finding 2.A. Payment of Non-Qualified Expenses $ 332,191
(p. 13) with Primary Election Funds
¢ Finding 2.B. Receipt of Matching Funds Based 1,250
(p. 15) on Ineligible Contributions
Total Due U.S. Treasury g, $333441
,fﬁéxi:#' %, %

{‘.‘h..



Part IV
Findings and Recommendations

| Finding 1. Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

Summary
The Audit staff’s review of GJ2012’s financial activity through November 30, 2014, and
estimated winding down costs indicated that the Candidate did not receive matching fund

payments in excess of his entitlement. .

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report recommendatién. GGJ2012 provided
additional bank statements and invoices to show actual ﬁ%iiing‘%n costs, and did not
dispute the Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations ]dtions cor:ained in the
Preliminary Audit Report. ;
Legal Standard i :
A. Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations (NOC(Q).4Within 15 days a.ﬁgr the
candidate’s date of ineligibility (see definition below), ¢ candidate must submit a
statement of *net outstanding campaign obligations.” Thisisalement must contain,
among other things: i
o The total of all committee assets Hcluziing cash on hand, amounts owed to the
committee and capital assets lis ‘%} theff t: :\« ket value;
The total of all gﬁﬁﬁndmg obligatiof§*for qualiﬁ?a campaign expenses; and
An estimate of necessary winding-down costs. 11 CFR §9034.5(a).

B. Date of Ineligibilit'%’fp'l'hc dare of incligibiligy ?s whichever of the following dates
occurs first: , . - ]
é’@‘{‘}‘v on whjch the'¢.::1.date ceases to be active in more than one state;
‘The 30th day fé]lowing 212 second consecutive primary in which the candidate
& yes less than 10 percent of the popular vote;

ie;gad of the matching pégment period, which is generally the day when the

figininates its gandidate for the general election; or
o Inthe c48¢Df a can@lidate whose party does not make its selection at a national

conventioﬁi%%; t day of the last national convention held by a major party in
the calendar fe‘ér 11 CFR §89032.6 and 9033.5.

C. Definition of Non-Qualified Campaign Expense. A non-qualified campaign
expense is any expense that is not included in the definition of a qualified campaign
expense (see below).

D. Qualified Campaign Expense. Each of the folloWing expenses is a qualified
campaign expense.
e An expense that is:



o Incurred by or on behalf of the candidate (or his or her campaign) during the
period beginning on the day the individual becomes a candidate and
continuing through the last day of the candidate’s eligibility under 11 CFR
§9033.5;

o Made in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination; and

o Not incurred or paid in violation of any federal law or the law of the state
where the expense was incurred or paid. 11 CFR §9032.9.

e An expense incurred for the purpose of determining whether an individual should
become a candidate, if that individual subsequently becomes a candidate,
regardless of when that expense is paid. 11 CFR §9034.4

* An expense associated with winding down the campaij erminating political
activity. 11 CFR §9034.4(a)(3).

E. Entitlement to Matching Payments after Date of Ié!igibiﬁ’ If, on the date of
ineligibility (see above), a candidate has net outstan#lﬁ‘gg’ampalgn igations as defined
under 11 CFR §9034.5, that candidate may contigue to receive matchirigpayments for

or befére December 31 vl ke

ill:has peiqutstanding c::::.r-aign debts
I CIR §9034.1(b). °

matchable contributions received and deposlte :
Presidential election year provided that he or “he
on the day when the matching payments are made.

F. Winding Down Costs. A primaryyi.lucuun candldat‘:%,does not run in the general
election may receive and use matching iunds gfte notlfymg C8mmission in writing
of the candidate’s withdrawal from the cag Tobmn

party’s nominating convention, if the candigategfs With
A primary election candiffate who runs in tHé cetion must wait until 31 days
after the general elegtion belore using any ing funds for winding down costs,
regardless of whetlie: Qg candid fte receives p %Pc.funds for the general election.
11 CFR §9034 11(d) »

GJ2012’s fm:irielal activit ugh November 30, 2014, analyzed estimated winding

The Candlﬂatg s date of mghﬁlblllt‘y (DOI) was May 5, 2012. The Audit staff reviewed
down costs and P ared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations that
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Gary Johnson 2012, Inc
Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations
As of May 5§, 2012
Prepared February 10, 2015
Assets
Cash in bank $ (10,856)°
Total Assets $ (10,856)
Liabilities :
Accounts Payable (AP) for Qualified Campaign o g™
Expenses as of 5/5/12 $ (L268,352)
AP (Primary Account) Billed Post-DOI & (%13.952)
Winding Down (WD) Costs (5/5/12 - 12/6/12) 0
Actual WD Costs (12/7/12 - 11/30/14)  [a] - (22,899)
Estimated WD Costs (12/1/14 - 6/30/15) [b] o (112,268)
Total Liabilities ¢ $(2.117,471)
i &
Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations
(Deficit) as of May 5, 2012 e " $(2,128,327)
A A
Footnotes to NOCO Statement; e, o

[a] The General election was held on Novemhgr 6 204
the General election gaBecember 7, 2012.% o =

[b] Estimated wmdmgdbwn é‘g’s & will be comphﬂ:d to actual gmding down costs and adjusted
accordingly. ] % “§3‘

& ":a«»

Shown below are adjustiﬁéh Slfunds cewqa’after the Candidate’s DOI on May §,

2012 throught; ag,uat 8, 2@1@‘%5 2t ) g;g, 2 received its last matching fund payment.
,ﬁ M

bEth _.i&diﬁ‘g down period began 31 days after

%‘SIQ_ hal L%
Ng tstanding Ca‘fﬁpmm ions (Deficit) as of May 5, $(2,128,327)
% uributions Rex c.d‘?ved (May 6, 2012 to January 8, 1,216,661
2013) b
Less: Matchi#f§ F.: |d¥}iece1ved through January 8, 2013 632,017
Remaining Net Qﬂktandmg Campalgn Obligations $ (279,649)
(Deficit) as of January 8, 2013

As presented above, the Candidate has not received matching funds in excess of his
entitlement.

8 The primary election campaign’s May 5, 2012 cash balance was negative due to short term use of funds
from the general election account. (see Finding 3 on page 16 for more detail).

% GJ2012 and its major vendor, NSON, are dlscussmg the possibility of waiving the interest on debts not
repaid. If this debt is forgiven, the NOCO will require an adjustment. See Finding 5 for additional
detail.
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B. Preliminary Audit Report Recommendation

The Audit staff presented a preliminary NOCO statement and related work papers to
GJ2012 representatives at the exit conference. The preliminary NOCO statement
showed that GJ2012 was in a surplus position and GJ 2012 would be required to repay
some matching funds received to the U.S. Treasury'®. Audit staff requested that GJ2012
provide additional documentation after the exit conference to enable the Audit staff to
update the NOCO statement as necessary. On January 24, 2014, and June 18, 2014,
GJ2012 submitted additional invoices in support of debts incurred for primary election
expenses. These additional invoices were mostly for interest owed on debts incurred in
relation to the primary election that had not been paid, and one Jgﬁr%!’t-:q previously not
provided to the Audit staff for a debt incurred for fundraising activity in relation to the .
primary election. The Audit staff reviewed this documentation and revised the NOCO
accordingly. As a result of this additional documentatiot w%«oco indicated
that the Candidate did not receive matching funds i f his lement.

The Audit staff recommended that GJ2012 degionstrate aﬁ adjustments T*Bilicves are
required in connection with any part of the NOCO -t..cm¢gther provide any
additional comments. ’

.

C. Commiittee Response to Preliminary Audit Report

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report rdgom endatlorﬁﬂ)n did not dispute the
ryAudit Repogt however, provided

down costs as well as m accounts 5'\;‘{'-' le for qua.lﬁed campaign expenses.
These expenses haveé en incox into tHe rev1sed NOCO that reflects a deficit of
$279,649 as of Noven 30 2‘_-4 The revisbd \IOCO indicates that the Candidate did

not receive matchmg fun@gs ir exres of his entul.ment

|mnding2 Ani:“aynt o

Dunng z;% ldwork, the Audit staft’s review of GJ2012’s receipts and disbursements
determined tha]g imary elgétion funds were spent on non-qualified campaign expenses
and that matchin %@f ‘gy received for contributions that were not eligible to be
matched. ek

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report recommendation, GJ2012 provided
additional information, and disputed the Audit staff’s conclusion. Audit staff does not

' This NOCO was prepared on December 12, 2013, and contains the same figures as the NOCO prepared
on May 8, 2013. The May 8, 2013 NOCO was included in the Statement of Reasons In Support of
Final Determination of Entitlement in the Matter of Governor Gary Johnson (LRA #905), dated
November 14, 2013.

GJ2012 and its major vendor, NSON, are discussing the possibility of waiving the interest on debts not
repaid. If this debt is forgiven, the NOCO will require an adjustment. See Finding 5 for additional
detail.
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find GJ2012’s arguments compelling, and recommends that the Commission make a
determination that $333,441 is payable to the United States Treasury.

Legal Standard
A. Qualified Campaign Expense. Each of the following expenses is a qualified
campaign expense.

An expense that is:

o Incurred by or on behalf of the candidate (or his or her campaign) during the
period beginning on the day the individual becomes a candidate and
continuing through the last day of the candidate’s ehgl bility under 11 CFR
§9033.5; o

o Made in connection with the candidate’s campaigiiitor nomination; and

o Not incurred or paid in violation of any feder H ‘? "8Eithe law of the state

An expense incurred for the purpose of de epyiiit mg‘whethu an individual should
become a candidate, if that individual subst
regardless of when that expense is paidégisl. CFR §9034.4.

An expense associated with winding down'lie carppasgn and termingfing political
activity. 11 CFR §9034.4(a)(3). '
n

Expense. A nuizqualified campaign
jedefinition dﬁéﬁmhﬁed campaign
zs#aisare not Itmited to:

Excessive expendl, . An expendim;&’.'whlgf?ﬂ‘ ‘excess of any of the
limitations under 4T ER §9035 shaﬁ?fxot be considered a qualified campaign
¥ e )
expense. s, i %
General eléction sBineligibility ekpenditures. Except for winding down
Costs pursuant to FR®S034.4 d certain convention expenses
i : y expenses incurred after a candidate's

W g] 'ned under 11 CFR §9033.5, are not quahﬁed

ineli 1bility, or roperty, services, or facilities used to benefit the
i %‘1‘; general glection campaign, are not qualified campaign expenses.
nal nalties. Civil or criminal penalties paid pursuant to the Federal
Election Carf Act are not qualified campaign expenses and cannot be
defrayed fron'i"t:ontributions or matching payments. Any amounts received or
expended to pay such penalties shall not be considered contributions or
expenditures but all amounts so received shall be subject to the prohibitions of the
Act.
Payments to candidate. Payments made to the candidate by his or her committee,
other than to reimburse funds advanced by the candidate for qualified campaign
expenses, are not qualified campaign expenses.
Lost, misplaced, or stolen items. The cost of lost, misplaced, or stolen items may
be considered a nonqualified campaign expense. Factors considered by the
Commission in making this determination shall include, but not be limited to,
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whether the committee demonstrates that it made conscientious efforts to
safeguard the missing equipment; whether the committee sought or obtained
insurance on the items; whether the committee filed a police report; the type of
equipment involved; and the number and value of items that were lost. 11 CFR
§9034.4(b).

C. Matching Funds Used for Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses. If the Commission
determines that a campaign used matching funds for non-qualified campaign expenses,
the candidate must repay the Secretary of the United States Treasury an amount equal to
the amount of matching funds used for the non-qualified campaign =xpenses. 26 U.S.C.
§9038(b)(2)(A). SN

2

D. Seeking Repayment for Non-Qualified Campaign Exfie i”iw _In seeking repayment
for non-qualified campaign expenses from committees tiat have réccived matching fund
payments after the candidate’s date of ineligibility, mmission wv%‘;view
committee expenditures to determine at what poinffcommittee account§'aélonger contain
matching funds. In doing this, the Commissigniidill reviet,committee expenditdres from
the date of the last matching funds payment to wirigisthe ) igate was entitled, using the
assumption that the last payment has been expendeci?:m a'fast-in, first-out basis. 11 CFR
§9038.2(b)(2)(iii)}(B). S, '

E. Primary Winding Down Costs During the General ElectiopfPeriod. A primary
election candidate who runs in the generalelcction, regardless of whether the candidate
receives public funds for the general electigp, must wai- il 31 days after the general
election before using qgg‘&%!ching funds fofWinding dgwn costs related to the primary
election. No expenscs incurred by a primary$jection candidate who runs in the general
election prior to 3F dayswafter ihe general election shall be considered primary winding
down costs. 11 CFR §96:34.11(d}. 7

F. How g etermiq:&";!ggpa t Amount for Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses

When-Candidate in 'S*';gg%us Pékjlion. If a candidate must make a repayment to the
United? tes Treasury bﬁé&_\‘gse his¥T her campaign used matching funds to pay for non-

: the dmount of the repayment must equal that portion of the
"’,__ samegatio to the total surplus that the total amount received by the

candidate from thexm atchiiﬂﬁ'payment account bears to the total deposits made to the
candidate's accoun *f?FR §9038.2(b)(2)(iii).
W

G. Bases for Repayfnent. The Commission may determine that certain portions of the
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment account were in excess of the
aggregate amount of payments to which such candidate was entitled. Examples of such
excessive payments include, but are not limited to, the following:
e Payments or portions of payments made on the basis of matched contributions
later determined to have been non-matchable 11 CFR §9038.2(b)(1)(iii).

H. Notification of Repayment Obligation. The Commission will notify a candidate of
any repayment determinations as soon as possible, but no later than three years after the



14

close of the matching payment period. The Commission’s issuance of the audit report to
the candidate (under 11 CFR §9038.1(d)) will constitute notification for purposes of this
section. 11 CFR §9038.2(a)(2).

Facts and Analysis
A, Payment of Non-Qualified Expenses with Primary Election Funds

1. Facts

During an examination of disbursement records, the Audit staff identified
$1,199,701'2 in disbursements for general election expense: ‘fnr'b' thyvi
election funds. Of this amount, disbursements totaling $ 1459
the period between the Candidate’s DOI, May 5, 2012, AN 31 days after the general
election, December 7, 2012. During this period, exp€fses incurred are not considered

primary winding down costs. Since these e:w not related to the primary
election of the Candidate, they are consider n-qualified campaign cxpenses.

In the post-election wind-down period, whea w %penses mus 2 . located
between the primary and general election camp ans. was spent Since these
amounts were not allocated between campaigns, theachare also non-qualified
expenses. Additionally, the acco @&St&ff for GI2012 stated that expenses

identified by themselves, or by NS :@ eral election éxpénses were paid from
the general account, and expenses ld Etifie imary expenses were paid from the

primary account. Of the expenses identified:By AHCi: - aff as non-qualified expenses,
expenses totalmg $ L9856 were paid%it of the geperal account.

d(@is DOI, ¢ 2012 contmﬁg%to raise funds to pay off the debt
mcurred dunng the By a1y clection. as perfitted by law. Approximately $1.2

R
Feg.ons desiii ei#for the primary election were depos1ted
EiE

AL
?’:t.

aaaaaaaaa

designated for th'?;épnmary election, Audit staff followed the following procedures:

1. Used thefist of primary and general contributions calculated for the Statement
of Reasons In Support of Final Determination of Entitlement in the Matter of
Governor Gary Johnson (LRA #905), dated November 14, 2013.

2. Used GJ2012's disbursement database of disbursements from the primary
election account. The dates from GJ2012's database were the check dates

12 The initial amount of non-qualified expenses was subsequently reduced to $1,194,425 after the Audit
staff calculated the matching funds cut-off date earlier (December 20, 2012) than had been previously
calculated.

3 The amount using an end date of December 20, 2012 (as explained in the previous footnote) is $2,025.
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rather than the dates that the checks cleared the bank account. Any
disbursements from the bank statements that were not in GJ2012's database
were also included by Audit staff in this review. The same procedure was
followed for the review of the general election account.

3. For each day analyzed, Audit staff first summed the three different types of
receipts separately (primary contributions, general contributions and receipts
of matching funds from the U.S. Treasury). Contributions were considered
spent on a first-in, first-out (FIFO) basis. If multiple types of contributions
were received on the same day, the contributions were applied to
disbursements in the following order: primary, general ;matching funds.

4. The last day that any primary election contributions itted for matching
funds were still in the general election account was December 20, 2012,
Therefore, the calculation of non-qualified campaign cxrenses from that
account ended on that date. ﬂ.% a%

‘s...

Following these procedures resulted in the nkgﬂv favorable repaym "’“'-“-&.; culation for
GJ2012. o .

Pursuant to 11 CFR §9038.2(b)(2)(iii)(B), calcul? ?‘%’J 5 non-quahﬁed expenses from

all of GJ2012's accounts would cgntinue until no s g funds were left in any of
the accounts. This “zero-out date’{@kigurred on Februz.: v \ 2. 2014. In order to
completely and accurately calculategyhiéther nor:-quali:.cc; oyffenses were paid with
matching funds, Audit staff needed iftfprmation fzom GJ about contributions

received so that the amounts recexved ’»_ Ih(. A o by .mﬂ general elections could be

‘, 2012. In addmon, although Audit staff

requested bank’ \talcgents, s for the general account were received

b

after the November 3@_‘; 3 s

both accounts fei?__,‘g, -5quahf1ed expenses

In accordance w1th 11 CFR §9038.2(b)(2)(iii), the ratio of repayment was calculated
at 27.9053%.' Thls ratlo applied to the non-qualified expenses equals a repayment
amount of $334,780'¢

1 Audit staff's estimate of the additional amount of possible non-qualified expenses is $16,000, which
would result in an additional repayment amount of about $4,450. The $16,000 estimate is based on the
provided bank statements through November 2014, and assumes that all the expenses were paid using
contributions to the primary election.

15 Matching funds certified as of 90 days post-DOI divided by deposits for the Primary election as of 90
days post-DOI ($303,751/$1,088,509=.279053).
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2. Preliminary Audit Report Recommendation

The Audit staff presented this matter to GJ2012 representatives at the exit conference
along with schedules detailing the finding. GJ2012 representatives did not comment
on this finding. The Audit staff recommended that GJ2012 demonstrate it did not
make non-qualified expenses or provide any other additional comments it deemed
necessary. It was further recommended that, absent such evidence, the Audit staff
would recommend that the Commission determine that $334, 780'7 is repayable to the
U.S. Treasury.

3. Committee Response to Preliminary Audit Report
In response to the Preliminary Audit Report, GJ2012 counselstated that since

qualified campaign expenses exceeded the amount of matéhing funds recelved by
$95,585, “...no matching funds were used to pay fo Wall

expenses...” In addition, GJ2012 claims that certain Hign-qualificd campaign expenses
totaling $1,220 identified by the Audit staff w lely with ayailable general
election funds. GJ2012 also states that expenges totaling $7,301 it%ed as being
unaliocated between primary and general activites wergnot paid with fiatching funds
but solely with general election funds. “ &

In each of the instances noted abeve. GJ2012’s calcdation fails to apply the amount
of private contributions received #a.1applied towards rentaining net outstanding
campaign obligations after the Cm&@ s DOL. Pursu%ﬁl CFR §9034.4, “...all
contributions received by an individug] [rom the date he or'She becomes a candidate
and all matching payments received byithe ghndidaty gl be used only to defray
qualified campaign % %ie, the Au staff maintains that both the

amount of private Entribd '
qualified camp.um e

20, 201 L pri 6{ to :' =um.. rhc |den§§i& non-qualified campaign expenses for the
general “tlectiofiy dfupart, with primary election matching funds and are
suﬂ?ject to repayme‘&f #

¢ ,._*r,, ; ponse alsn referer{es newly discovered debts and other debts related to
the Priméjactivity, incliding a $300,000'® win bonus owed to NSON, and states

that these debis should be included in the calculation. In doing so, GJ2012 asserts _
that this woul:! ugﬁup the date on which Federal matching funds were no longer in

16 The ratio applied to the Audit staff’s revised non-qualified expenses using an end calculation date of
December 20, 2012 (as explained in footnote 12) is $333,307.

17 See footnote 16.

'8 GJ2012 further states that the bonus is a qualified campaign expense, however, pursuant to 11 CFR
§9034.4(a)(5)(ii), monetary bonuses must be paid no later than thirty days after the date of ineligibility
to be considered qualified campaign expenses. These bonuses have not been paid, therefore, the
$300,000 bonus owed to NSON is a non-qualified campaign expense, and as such, is not reflected in the
NOCO (Finding 1).
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the account, thereby reducing the repayment amount.'® The Audit staff notes that
debts are not part of the calculation of non-qualified expenses. Expenditures
considered in a repayment determination under 11 CFR 9038.2(b)(2(ii) and (3)
include all non-qualified and undocumented expenditures incurred and paid between
the campaign’s date of inception, and the date on which the candidate’s accounts no
longer contain any matching funds. Outstanding debts and newly discovered debts
are not included in the repayment calculation.

Finally, GJ2012’s response noted an expense incorrectly classified by Audit staff as a
general election expense instead of a primary election expense,, The amount of
identified non-qualified campaign expense has been adjuste g considered as a
qualified campaign expense and accordingly, the Audit stat[ has reduced the total
repayment amount by $1,116 ($4,000 x 27.9053%). gﬁ’"
% A
The Audit staff recommends that the Commissigﬁﬁrq?é’a determination that
$332,191 is repayable to the U.S. Treasury. o

B. Receipt of Matching Funds Based on Ineﬂioigi’ﬁggong%bgﬁons F

1. Facts .

During an examination of receipt;%n audint fieldwork, theAudit staff identified five

contributions designated to the gencral clection totaling }%@’ﬂm were submitted

for matching funds. These contribut?@;ns were ingligible tgebe matched for primary

election funds. The amount of matchifp fus@ls aWardedfor these ineligible

contributions was §1.250. % -

2. Preliminars’ Audit Repogt Recommendgtion

The Audit staff pre}&lcd this matter to GJ2012 representatives at the exit conference

along with schedules detailing the g™ GJ2012 representatives did not comment

on this finding. 1Be.Audit statt recommended that GJ2012 show that the

c‘c%,pﬁutions werchal genceral election contributions or provide any other additional
omiinc:ts it deemed necessary. It was further recommended that, absent such

evidence,ithe Audit stafl iwould make a recommendation that the Commission make a

determinifiy that $1,2 10 is repayable to the U.S. Treasury.
B, 1143
3. Commiittee ‘Ri¢hpgiise to Preliminary Audit Report

e

In response to tlxq?l’}eliminary Audit Report recommendation, GJ2012 stated that it
was investigating whether or not these contributions were “...accidentally attributed
to the wrong spouse.” If the Committee’s investigation determines that the
contributions were, in fact, ineligible, Counsel states that GJ2012 would refund the
appropriate amount to the U.S. Treasury.

% Non-qualified expenses paid after the candidate’s accounts are presumed to have been purged of all
matching funds are not subject to repayment since the candidate’s accounts contained no matching
funds.
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The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make a determination that $1,250
is repayable to the U.S. Treasury.

Finding 3. Use of General Election Contributions for
Primary Election Expenses

Summary

During audit fieldwork, the Audit staff’s review of GJ2012’s receipts and disbursements
during the pre-DOI period indicated that GJ2012 spent $12,396 in general election
receipts on primary election expenses prior to the Candidate’s D‘_%

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report, GJ2012 state HiaL: > use of general
election receipts for primary election expenses was an a Fgdinst anticipated
matching funds. The Audit staff notes that short- :l'ﬁgces agaist atchiing funds
must come from a qualified financial institution, %ed by ceHified matching
funds amounts. ) - o

: £ - %& _
Legal Standard T N #
Receipt of General Election contributions before the date of the Primary Election.
(1)If the candidate, or his or her auth8rizcd committee(s). recgives contributions that are
designated for use in connection with the general electxon p’t‘lrsu.ml to 11 CFR §110.1(b)
prior to the date of the primary election, gucli*¢gfididate or such committee(s) shall use an
acceptable accounting method to dlstmgu betwEeH@ontributions received for the

primary election and co ati eivedifofithe gen alelection. Acceptable
accounting methods i 5% Mare te 4

(i) The demgnatlon / 1) election, caucus or convention; or
(ii) The establishment't epar.m. Imoks and rs for each election.

] oFy undge%%ﬁagraph (e)(1) of this section, an authorized

. dem ate that, prior to the primary election, recorded cash-
on-han'g} as at all tlmesm pal to Oriig€xcess of the sum of general election contributions
received | efs§‘the sum of g ;

A.Facts
During audit ﬁeldwéy the Audit staff reviewed available receipt and disbursement
records to determine what contributions, if any, were designated per contributor
solicitation devices to the general election and then spent by GJ2012 on primary election
expenses prior to the primary election date (May 5, 2012). Committees are not permitted
to spend funds designated to the general election for primary election expenses prior to
the primary election date. If general election funds are held in the primary election
account, the general election funds should be held in reserve and not spent for primary
election purposes.
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Prior to the primary election, GJ2012 received a total of $22,396 designated to the
general election that was deposited in the primary election account. The Audit staff
determined the private contributions designated for the general election using the same
calculations as were employed in the Statement of Reasons In Support of Final
Determination of Entitlement in the Matter of Governor Gary Johnson (LRA #905), dated
November 14, 2013. Of this amount, a total of $10,000 was deposited to the general
election account by September 6, 2011. Beginning on February 21, 2012, GJ2012 did not
maintain enough contributions designated to the primary election to pay for all of its
primary expenditures, and used contributions designated to the general election to make
up the difference. The Audit staff’s review identified $12,396 in gontributions designated
to the general election that were spent on primary election exp#?xjor to the primary
election date. These expenditures were identified as primary el2<:ion expenses as they
were bank fees incurred prior to the Candidate’s DOI and,p=yri=r:(~ on invoices
submitted for various services incurred in connection i%;&mdid te’s campaign for
nomination. In addition, no invoices for any servicggiféndéted in colfjiinction with the
general election were received prior to the paymeg

of the expenses.

B. Preliminary Audit Report & Audit Division 4 ecomx_hg‘lation i%‘%g

The Audit staff presented this matter to GJ2012 rq)mscnldﬁvw'at the exit conference and
provided schedules detailing the payments made using pengral election funds for primary
election expenses prior to the candidate’s DOI for the audifed < vcle. GJ2012
representatives did not comment on thi» {indisg. ?

-~ s
2provide ﬁ:tlmcnmﬁon to demonstrate that
general election COW; were not usedyd tund primary election activity. In

The Audit staff recommended that GJ201%

accordance with 11 §102.9, documentatipn should demonstrate that an acceptable
accounting method*Wias uscd. A@_%ent such a dtg nopstration, GJ2012 was to provide any
additional comments it consilered necessary with respect to this matter.
C. Comli:?gilu-e Respohse to B%i_minary “Audit Report
In resg@'f’ise to the Prelizfiinary Atdit Report recommendation, GJ2012 stated that the
$12;a’§'i§_’%f_§v;,g_s treated as ain:-i%dvance against anticipated matching funds from the general
election cofiigibutions to tﬁ?;‘;'arimati' election.

*;‘?:' I ] g‘;’
To the extent tﬁ%}a?@{ZOlZﬁ"characterizmg the advance of general election funds as a
loan to the primaf'ﬁ'; v ufit, it is noted that regulations specify that such loans or
advances must com%m a qualified financial institution, which the general account is
not. It is also noted that short term loans to Presidential primary committees were
obtained in the past, however, these loans were secured by matching fund amounts
certified and expected to be received by the committees and occurred only when the
Presidential Campaign fund was in a shortfall position. Matching funds for GJ2012 were
not certified until May 25, 2012 and the Presidential Campaign fund was not in a shortfall
position in 2012. In no instances were general election contributions permitted to be used
for primary election expenditures.

GJ2012 stated that they “...used an acceptable accounting method in accordance with
11 CFR §102.9,” and that there were separate accounts for primary and general election
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contributions. As explained in the “Committee Structure” section on pages 1 and 2 of
this report, in practice, GJ2012 deposited nearly all receipts before DOI in its designated
primary account and nearly all receipts after DOI in its designated general account.
GJ2012 further stated that Audit staff based its calculation on cash on hand and did not
take into account the delay in deposits collected through credit card processors. These
would be considered received, but would not be in GJ2012’s bank account immediately.

In fact, as this is a common occurrence with campaign committees, the Audit staff took

this deposit delay into account. The Audit staff used GJ2012’s contributions database for
this calculation, which uses the date of contribution rather than th%ate of deposit.

| Finding 4. Reporting of Debts and Oblig fions

Summary © %
During audit fieldwork, the Audit staff’s review of£J2012"s disburséiii¥nts indicated that
debts from seven vendors totaling $407,455 wegginot discliosed on Schedtlc D !;(Debts
and Obligations), as required. &

'd
In response to the Preliminary Audit Report GJ2012 submitted additional invoices for
debts to two vendors that were not P! usly disclosec te A\ hht staff This resulted in a
total of $447,567 in debts owed to nin&¥e: o~ that were 1. ed on Schedule D-P
as required. GJ2012 amended its repo: ., rially correc disclosure of debts and

obligations on Schedule D-P. 3 K4
Legal Standard ¥ ’ 4
A. Continuous R ng Réfuired. A politjcal committee must disclose the amount

and nature of outstand 3‘; debts d obhgatlonsgmtll those debts are extinguished.
52 U.S.C. §30104(b)(8)'" SHFRL.S.C. 434’&)(8)) and 11 CFR §8104.3(d) and

104 1 ].(a»)s:«-"‘-= Wa& )%1 b R

5 A poht mmittee must file separate schedules for debts
| ] with:d statement explaining the circumstances and
condmons G -'debt and obligation was incurred or extinguished.

11CFR§1'.'

C. Itemizing Del\;%m?ﬂ Obligations

e Once it has b¢en outstanding 60 days from the date incurred, a debt of $500 or
less must be reported on the next regularly scheduled report.

e A debt exceeding $500 must be disclosed in the report that covers the date on
which the debt was incurred, except reoccurring administrative expenses (such as
rent) shall not be reported as a debt before the payment due date.

11 CFR §104.11(b).
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Facts and Analysis

A. Facts

During audtt ﬁeldwork the Audit staff used available disbursement records to reconcile
the accounts?” of GJ2012’s vendors?!. These vendors provided GJ2012 with various
campaign management services such as fundraising, accounting, clerical and
administrative staff, and travel arrangements.

The Audit staff identified debts to seven of GJ2012’s vendors totaling $407,455 that were
not reported on Schedule D-P as required. Of these debts, $30 vas owed to NSON
for a bonus after the Candidate received the nomination as the Libertarian Party candidate

for the Presidential general election. This bonus was incysred. per,contract, as of the date
of nomination, May 4, 2012, and should have been repofted on L%Z June Monthly
report, covering the time period from May 1, 2012 May 31,%012.

December 21, 2012, and reported it on the 2012 Year Ln rt. Howeverfthe Audit

staff maintains the debts should have been reported i debt for the entire amount based

on the date and terms of the contract, The remaining répgitable debts of $107,455 were

for smaller amounts to all six vendors? Qngfled by the Audi
-..: -,,s.-‘-..,..“rh S o

B. Preliminary Audit Report & Audlt VIsld ecommendation

The Audit staff presented t.h1s matter to S:%) %Zpr&ﬁﬁgi%s at the exit conference and

provided schedules det unrepo for eadfl reporting period covered by

the audit. In responsc |o the e nference, @J2012 submitted one additional invoice

for the other half &f the Eénus referenced in thé:Eacts” section above. This invoice was

It should be noted that GJ2012 was invoiced for half of thi';idebt ($150,

dated January 1, 2013. the date.the Preliminary Audit Report was sent to GJ2012,
this $150, O‘M t incleed o i L), 1eports filed with the Commission.

M &
The e 1t staff reco-nmunl..d that GJ2012 provide documentation demonstrating that
thes€ exi ‘w ditures did not require reporting on Schedule D-P. Absent such
documentaii b, the Audit ~tuff recommended that GJ2012 amend its reports to disclose

the outstandiny debts.

3

C. Committee Respbnsé'to Preliminary Audit Report

In response to the Pr¢fiminary Audit Report recommendation, GJ2012 amended its
reports and submitted additional invoices and documentation for other previously
undisclosed debts. Adjustments made by the Audit staff based on the additional
documentation provided reduced the original determination of debts and obligations not
timely reported amount by $7,758.

® The reconciliation consisted of calculating invoiced and paid amounts for individual reporting periods in
the 201 1-2012 campaign cycle. The Audit staff then determined whether any outstanding debts were
correctly disclosed on Schedule D-P. Each debt amount was counted once, even if it required disclosure
over multiple reporting penods

3 Audit staff restricted this review to only primary campaign debts, as per the scope of this Audit.
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GJ2012 submitted additional invoices from two new vendors that were not previously
provided to the Audit staff, nor disclosed on Schedule D-P, for debts incurred within the
audit period totaling $47,870. In combination with the seven vendors noted in the
Preliminary Audit Report, the Audit staff has thus identified nine vendors that GJ2012
owed $447,567 that was not reported on Schedule D-P as required. GJ2012 filed
amendments that materially corrected these omissions.

In its initial response to the PAR, GJ2012 disputed that the $300,000 owed to NSON for
a bonus was not timely reported. GJ2012 states that the NSON contract “...specifically
states that invoices are due and payable upon receipt,” and tha the*véndor not invoicing
timely does not create a reportable debt, since the campaign wouid not be able to base the
debt reporting on an invoice.

Pursuant to 11 CFR §104.11(b), “(a] debt or obliga ﬁﬁ%& ludmg a |o..
written promise or written agreement to make at;zn penditure. . .shall bé "%c _- as of the
date on which the debt or obligation is mcunul " GI208 made a writteri3ezet

party nomination as either VP or President.” Thus, bt wis incurred on the date of
the Candidate’s nomination by the Libertarian Party at fi§igonvention on May 5, 2012,

and should have been reported as a deBizgmobligation on S¢hgdule D-P on the June
Monthly Report that covered May 1, 2082#ifugh May 31, 2-:1. tegardless of when it
was invoiced. L Y v 4

A IVS

In a supplemental resp ¥4 the PAR, G291 stated th.l' it has deferred to Audit staff’s
judgment that the $ 000 Witz ithe reported as of the date of the
Candidate’s nomirfatiér. despitestiot having '”“‘i javoiced??, GJ2012 filed amendments
to its reports to report thiy obugtmun a» of Mayg2012.

| Fingﬁ 5. Exﬁensio%gf Credit by a Commercial Vendor

Summa? y 4
During au 1%&1 1dwork, the Audit staff’s review of GJ2012’s disbursements suggested
that NSON** r"ﬁade a proth:f.ed contribution to GJ2012 by extending credit beyond its

2 332012 further stated that they, “in conjunction with NSON, reallocated prior payments to NSON to this
earlier Primary expenditure to ensure that payments were made on a First in-First out basis.” The Audit
staff believes that GJ2012 cannot reallocate these payments in such a manner. It appears that GJ2012 has
decided to apply this procedure in an attempt to reduce the amount of repayment to the U.S. Treasury as
detailed in Finding 2. However, this “re-allocation of payments would still not result in the win bonus
being pzid within the statutory 30 day period (see footnote 13 for additional detail), so this remains a
non-qualified expense regardless of the accounting convention used. In fact, to alter the accounting
method to pay this debt off would result in additional non-qualified expenses paid using matching funds,
which would actually result in an even larger repayment to the U.S. Treasury.

B NSON is a registered corporation in the state of Utah that also does business as Political Advisors.
GI2012 reported disbursements to Political Advisors, but all contracts and invoices were received from
NSON.
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normal course of business and not making commercially reasonable attempts to collect
$1,752,032 from GJ2012 for services rendered.

In response to the Preliminary Audit Report, GJ2012 presented an affidavit from the
proprietor of NSON and redacted contracts to dispute the Audit staff’s suggestion that
NSON made a prohibited contribution to GJ2012. However, neither GJ2012 nor the
vendor presented any documentation to demonstrate that other clients were subject to the
same billing practices, or that GJ2012 was regularly and timely billed for services
rendered.

Legal Standard

A. Contribution defined. A gift, subscription, loan (ex 8 Smfg‘-hw made in accordance
with 11 CFR §100.72 and §100.73), advance, or depd§ fegby or anything of
value made by a person for the purpose of influ any electia%_r Federal office
is a contribution. The term “anything of valugi¥*includes all in-kind*¢ontributions.

. 4
The usual and normal charge for a servicé is the commézgially reasonubb; rate that
one would expect to pay at the time the services were Fend *

The provision of services at a cha?;_ii: less than the usllﬁﬁlkzmd normal charge results in
an in-kind contribution. The valuc of such a contribution = vyl be the difference
between the usual and normal chargesfor the v s and t2.c amount the political
committee was billed and paid. 11 C ?;ﬁ“:‘“' andg(d).

I I
B. Corporate Contributions _ll"hpermissib A corpc;'ration is prohibited from making
any contributien in eonnectiph with a federzl clection. 52 U.S.C. §30118(a)
(formerly 2US.C. zr%;%ga) ]
[ o ¥ ] 1 1.".‘ t\;‘r 2‘. ’

; ndor. A commerc1al vendor is any person who
‘% andidate or political committee and whose usual and
ndrma}busmess mvg‘fes the sé

%"rental lease or provision of those goods or
servnces‘s‘,,ll CFR §1 lé%( c).

D. Extenslon 67fe§lredlt by ff’:ommercml Vendor. A commercial vendor, whether or not
it is a corporatidti %;xtend credit to a candidate or political committee provided
that: ...-i“

e The credit is "gctended in the vendor’s ordinary course of business (see below);
and

e The terms of the credit are similar to the terms the vendor observes when
extending a similar amount of credit to a nonpolitical client of similar risk.

11 CFR §116.3(a) and (b).

E. Definition of Ordinary Course of Business. In determining whether credit was
extended in the ordinary course of business, the Commission will consider whether:
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e The commercial vendor followed its established procedures and its past practice
in approving the extension of credit;

¢ The commercial vendor received prompt, full payment if it previously extended
credit to the same candidate or political committee; and

o The extension of credit conformed to the usual and normal practice in the
commercial vendor’s industry or trade. 11 CFR §116.3(c).

Facts and Analysis

A. Facts
During audit fieldwork, the Audit staff’s review of GJ2012’s digburSéments suggested
that NSON made a prohibited contribution to GJ2012 by iinig credit beyond its

normal course of business and not making commerciall)"gjn-. nje attempts to collect

$1,752,032 from GJ2012 for services rendered relating ry clection®®,

5
On October 14, 2011, GJ2012 entered into a conlr? with NSON to mznagc the
campaign. NSON handled fundraising, press‘,aml media creative adgéttising,
and all administrative functions of the primary elcction :,_r_ yaign. Disbursetfents to
NSON totaled 86% of the total of all disbursements B§E)
of GJ2012’s outstanding debt as of December 31, 2012 WS _. to NSON. From April
21, 2011 through December 21, 2012,% $2!,l98 204 for campaign

management expenses, including fundrz eglerice Arditfavel arrangements. As
of March 31, 2013, $1,752,032 had been Qnts an(iFgamore than 120 days, and $936,247
remains outstanding. To date GJ2012 has‘%‘%pl made p Yitients of $1,261,957 for the

NSON ma¥ h| we ol vigh 'géﬁ percent (18%) per annum on payments
not ma‘&lﬁ withif’ "‘33‘ “of the date of the invoice. NSON may, at its sole

|on and withci d its services hereunder should Client not pay in
fu amount invoic er reserves the right, at its sole discretion to

withhS ¥rom Client any3pi % of NSON's services pending payment on Client’s

account A

NSON had not a“- %ymterest charges as of March 31, 2013. Audit staff also did
not locate any docu‘ 1on of attempts by NSON to collect on the outstanding debt in
the records providedyby GJ2012,

B. Preliminary Audit Report & Audit Division Recommendation

The Audit staff presented this matter to GJ2012 representatives at the exit conference and
provided schedules detailing the extensions of credit for primary election expenses.

Audit staff requested that GJ2012 provide evidence that NSON made commercially
reasonable.attempts to collect the outstanding amount. In response to the exit conference,
on January 17, 2014, GJ2012 submitted an accounts receivable aging schedule for other

% Audit staff restricted this review to only primary campaign services, as per the scope of this Audit.
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clients of NSON to show that credit was extended on similar terms to other committees, a
copy of a lawsuit filed by NSON in the state of Utah against another client, and a bill
dated December 31, 2013, for $245,527 in interest on the outstanding debts from GJ2012
to show that NSON was attempting to collect on the outstanding debt. The aging
schedule detailed the outstanding amounts from nine clients, including another political
committee also associated with the Candidate. Six of these clients had debt outstanding
more than 300 days, and 84% of the total debt outstanding on the aging schedule was
owed by the political committee.

GJ2012 quoted an NSON response to a query the Committee had mnade to this vendor,

%,
Ongoing attempts have been made and continue to be mag; " collect the
outstanding debt owed from the Gary Johnson 2012 gimpyin. These
include support and help with continued solicitation for: Onatlon . A1y and
all other legal remedies are and will be considered m‘sﬁ the obm-..t

e!“ 3
The Audit staff reviewed the documentation su b in response to th ekit conference
Although GJ2012 provided an internally gengrité#aging s”et;edule and a copyef a
lawsuit filed, GJ2012 did not provide any contrac ﬂg gf Hivpices to, othef clients of

NSON. As such, the Audit staff cannot verify with a%; "
contract with GJ2012 was offered on% same terms or P
other NSON clients, political or non-péjitjaa! 5

The Audit staff recofffinended that GJ2012 p dyide documentation, to include statements
from this vendor that «% ponstrates the credit exferitied was in the normal course of
business and did not repfﬁu an cacessive in-kind contribution by the vendor. The
informati 1 Jnay ificiude Uhlmpllh of other non-political customers/clients of
s1m11ar and risk%or w hich ~jjj 11ar services were provided and similar billing
arrang _;nts were uscd. Also, ' should provide information concerning the
afeguards such as bxll policies for similar non-political clients and work,
advance p t policies, ‘ghd debt collection policies and practices to show that this was
. normal busines s-Practlce f SON or provide additional explanation about the situation.
aﬂ
C. Committee Resﬁﬁﬁegﬁo Preliminary Audit Report
In response to the Prefiminary Audit Report recommendation, GJ2012 provided
additional information about the business practices of NSON. In an affidavit, Ron
Nielson, the proprietor of NSON, stated that his company did not extend credit to GJ2012
that it would not have extended to a similar non-political campaign. Mr. Nielson stated
that NSON exercises discretion in the assessing and collecting of finance charges in order
to collect on the principal, and that NSON has previously waived finance charges in favor
of collecting on the principal. In addition, Mr. Nielson stated that NSON has engaged in
discussions with GJ2012 to accept campaign assets in lieu of payment.
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GJ2012 also submitted redacted contracts that NSON used for other political and non-
political campaigns. The non-redacted portions of these contracts are substantially
similar to the one signed by GJ2012. Counsel for GJ2012 further states that NSON acted
according to normal and usual practice in the industry, and that NSON and its
competitors frequently extend credit to clients seeking similar services in anticipation that
doing so would enable the clients to raise funds.

In addition, Counsel for GJ2012 stated that NSON and GJ2012 were negotiating for the
acceptance of campalgn assets in lieu of pagnents owed, and that NSON may waive
interest fees “as is routine in such matters.’

The NSON contracts provided by GJ2012 are redacted to the gﬁ '
cannot verify whether or not the clients are political or nog it olifjtal. Since the nature of
these entities cannot be verified, the Audit staff does rﬂxi‘ot 'ﬂsf‘ d thes ntracts to be
adequate evidence that credit was extended to GJ W same wayjas other political
and non-political clients.

t that the Audit staff

LS

Furthermore, documentation provided by GJ fé 12 3} howg?a NSON attempted to
collect on outstanding debts did not show that “NS: rq.,ularly invoiced Gé,2012 for all
services...” In fact, GJ2012 was notnvoiced for ser\ icesgn some cases until months or
even more than a year after the services were performed. "ig()\l did not submit invoices
for interest due on amounts owexl unnl I)cu.m"b..r 31, 2013, .5, an a year after the
Candidate’s date of ineligibility, for i invoR ges that hzd been oyfstanding for thirteen (13)
to twenty-two (22) months, In addition, nei ogiimentatiofisuch as invoices to other non-
political clients has been$ ted to show1 ée_’? NSON s also treated the collection of
amounts due by noéng@fltxcal %ﬂs in the :'e ¢ manner.

Pursuant to 11 CFR §9m'
NOCO all

any*hstéh" wvided to the A
GJ2012 silex; documenta_'
Commission! **553

_dn for‘ahy assets owned and not previously disclosed to the
i
,-54.'1

The Audit staff not ‘glgt “NSON had billed GJ2012 $345,333 in interest as of October
15, 2014, and the Auﬁlt staff has estimated that $85,893 in additional interest will be
billed by NSON to GJ2012 by June 30, 2015. Both of these amounts are reflected in the
NOCO in Finding 1 of this report.

If GJ2012 and NSON come to a mutual agreement on debs less than the amounts owed
and the debt settlement plan is reviewed and approved by the Commission, then the lower
amount owed would necessarily reduce the total liabilities on the NOCO statement and

3 If GJ2012 and NSON come to an agreement to settle the Committee’s debts for less than has been billed,
GJ2012 will need to file a debt settlement plan and seek Commission review of this settlement, pursuant
to 11 CFR §116.7.
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likely result in the receipt of matching funds in excess of the Candidate’s entitlement.
Further repayment may also result if GJ2012 discloses newly-discovered assets.”

3 Also note the repayment amount for non-qualified expenses identified in Finding 2 would also require
adjustment,
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SUBJECT: Audit Division Recommendation Memorandum on Gary Johnson 2012, Inc.
(LRA #905)

L INTRODUCTION

The Office of the General Counsel (“OGC”) has reviewed the Audit Division
Recommendation Memorandum (“ADRM”) on Gary Johnson 2012, Inc. (“the Committee™).
The ADRM also includes the Draft Final Audit Report (“DFAR”) on the Committee, which was
sent to the Committee on March 26, 2015, and to which the Committee responded on April 14,
2015. The Committee requested, and the Commission granted, an audit hearing, which was held
on May 13, 2015. Following the hearing, the Committee requested, and the Commission
granted, leave to file supplemental comments on Finding 2 of the DFAR, concerning the
Committee’s repayment obligation. We received these supplemental comments on May 22,
2015. See Gary Johnson 2012, Inc. Audit Hearing Supplementary Information, dated May. 22,
2015 (“*Supplemental Comments”). We concur with the ADRM, and offer supplemental
comments on issues raised by the Committee in its written response to the DFAR, during the
audit hearing,' and in the supplemental comments.

! In its response to the DFAR, the Committee requested and was granted an opportunity to comment on

Finding 2 during the audit hearing. We note that the Commission's Procedural Rules for Audit Hearings provide
audited committees with an opportunity for a hearing when the audit report finds violations of the Federal Election
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IL FINDING 2 - AMOUNTS OWED TO THE U.S. TREASURY

Finding 2 recommends that the Committee repay a total of $333,141 to the United States
Treasury. Approximately 99.7 percent of this total amount, or $332,191, represents a repayment
ratio of the total amount of funds spent by the Committee on non-qualified campaign expenses.’
See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) (setting forth formula for computing amount to be repaid)
(“repayment ratio”).

The Committee argues in its response to the DFAR, and in its supplemental comments,
that the Commission’s use of the repayment ratio to calculate the Committee’s required
repayment amount is not a reasonable method for determining the extent to which public funds
were used to pay non-qualified campaign expenses. Committee Response to DFAR, dated April
14, 2015; Supplemental Comments. See Kennedy for President Committee v. Federal Election
Commission, 734 F.2d 1558, 1563 (D.C. Cir. 1984). The Committee contends that it maintained
two separate accounts dedicated to the primary election and to the general election, respectively.
The Committee contends it deposited all of the public funds it received into its primary account;
however all of the spending on non-qualified campaign expenses analyzed by the Commission in
Finding 2 was disbursed from the Committee’s general account, which contained private
contributions for the primary election.

The Committee’s argument again raises the issue of whether private primary
contributions maintained in an account that is separate from the account used to hold the public
funds must be included in the formula to determine the ratio repayment calculation. We
conclude that the private funds maintained in a separate account must be included in the
repayment ratio.

First, the Commission’s regulations are clear on this point. The repayment ratio must
include “total deposits.” 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(2)(iii). “Total deposits” is defined as *“all
deposits to all candidate accounts minus transfers between accounts, refunds, rebates,
reimbursements, checks returned for insufficient funds, proceeds of loans and other similar

Campaign Act of 1971 (“FECA"), as amended, or Commission regulations. See Procedural Rules for Audit
Hearings, 74 Fed. Reg. 33140, 33142 (July 10, 2009). A repayment determination under title 26 of the United
States Code is not, however, a statement of a violation of the FECA. See Reagan Bush Committee, et al. v. Federal
Election Commission, 525 F. Supp. 1330, 1337-1339 (D.D.C. 1981) (distinguishing repayment determinations made
pursuant to an audit under Presidential Election Campaign Fund Act (“PECFA™), 26 U.S.C. § 9007, from title 52
enforcement process for addressing alleged violations of the FECA or the PECFA). The Committee will, if it
chooses, have the opportunity to request an oral hearing on the repayment determination once the Commission has
notified the Committee of that determination in the Final Audit Report. See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2)ii).

2 A “qualified campaign expense” is defined as a purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or
gift of money or anything of value incurred by or on behalf of a publicly-financed candidate or his or her authorized
committee through the candidate's date of ineligibility (“DOI™) that is made in connection with the campaign for
nomination and is not made in violation of Federal or State law. 11 C.F.R. § 9032.9. See also 26 U.S.C. § 9032(9).
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amounts.” 11 C.F.R. § 9038.3(c)(2) (emphasis added). There is no exception here for a separate
account that solely holds private contributions.

Second, the Commission’s decision to include “all deposits to all candidate accounts” (11
C.F.R. § 9038.3(c)(2)) is consistent with the court of appeals decision in Kennedy for President
Committee v. Federal Election Commission, 734 F.2d 1558 (D.C. Cir. 1984). The Kennedy
decision vacated an earlier Commission regulation which presumed that 100 percent of a
committee’s spending on non-qualified campaign expenses was made with public funds.
Kennedy v. Federal Election Commission, 734 F.2d at 1559-1560 (“The Commission’s
regulation, however, on its face and as applied to the Kennedy for President Committee in this
case, indulges the unreasonable presumption that all unqualified expenditures are paid out of
federal matching funds.”) (emphasis in original). The Kennedy decision held that this approach
was ultra vires because the controlling statute limits the repayment determination to the amount
of public funds so spent. See Kennedy, at 1561; see also 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(2) (Commission
repayment determination limited to “any amount of any payment made to a candidate from the
matching payment account”). Thus, the Court held that the Commission is required under the
Act to make a reasonable determination that the repayment sum reflects the public funds used for
non-qualified purposes. See Kennedy, at 1562.

At the same time, because public funds and private funds *“are commingled in the
candidate’s coffers,” the Kennedy court acknowledged that the repayment determination may
never be perfectly accurate. Id. The court noted that 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2) delegates to the
Commission the task of estimating the proportion of total spending for non-qualified purposes
that is attributable to the use of public funds, but does not specify a particular method for doing
so. Thus, the Commission has discretion to design an approach that will enable it to adhere to
the statutory mandate as the Kennedy court conceived it. Jd. at 1563.

That approach is embodied in the repayment ratio at 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(2)(iii). The
Explanation and Justification for the Final Rule promulgating this regulation, shortly after the
Kennedy decision, explicitly refers to the Kennedy decision as the basis for the new regulation,
and it is the Commission’s adoption of the method that must be used to determine the amount of
public funds used for non qualified campaign expenses. See Explanation and Justification for
Final Rule on Repayments by Publicly Financed Presidential Candidates, 50 Fed. Reg. 9421
(Mar. 8, 1985) (“The use of such formulas is consistent with the court’s opinion, which does not
require a mathematically precise determination of the amount of the Federal funds spent
improperly but only a reasonable determination of the amount of Federal matching funds so
used.”). Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) contains a general formula that the Commission is to use in all
cases in which it seeks repayment for non-qualified campaign spending. See 11 C.F.R. §
9038.2(b)(2)(iii) (repayment ratio to be used to determine amount of “any repayment sought”).

3 This regulatory language, as well as the Commission’s application of that language in other regulatory

contexts and in previous audit reports, discussed below, demonstrates that the Commission has continuously
considered a publicly-funded committee’s public and private funds to be commingled as a matter of law under the
authority of the Kennedy decision.
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Third, the Commission has reiterated the principle of considering “all deposits to all
candidate accounts” in calculating the repayment ratio in several contexts. In promulgating the
regulations, the Commission has stated that it considers all funds in a publicly funded
committee’s accounts to be commingled. See Final Rule and Explanation and Justification
Regarding Public Financing of Presidential Primary and General Election Candidates, 56 Fed.
Reg. 35898a 35905 (July 29, 1991) (citing Kennedy for President Committee, 734 F.2d 1558,
1565 n.11).

The Commission maintained this principle when it revised the regulations. In revising
section 9038.2(b)(2), the Commission could have segregated the private contributions received
after the candidate’s DOI and not applied the repayment ratio to those private contributions.
Explanation and Justification for Final Rule on Public Financing of Presidential Primary and
General Election Candidates, 60 Fed. Reg. 31854, 31870 (June 16, 1995). The Commission,
instead however, revised section 9038.2(b)(2) to capture the private contributions received after
the candidate’s DOI and to “more accurately reflect[] the mix of public funds and private
contributions received during the campaign, particularly for a candidate who receives
significant amounts of private contributions after his or her date of ineligibility. By taking
private contributions received within 90 days of DOI into account when determining a
candidate's repayment ratio, the new rule will likely reduce the ratio, thereby reducing the
amount of the candidate's repayment.””* Explanation and Justification for Final Rule on Public
Financing of Presidential Primary and General Election Candidates, 60 Fed. Reg. 31854, 31870
(June 16, 1995) (emphasis added).

The Commission has also maintained the “all deposiis to all candidate accounts”
principle in audits. In previous audits, the Commission has stated that a committee’s public

4 The Committee incorrectly states that the Audit Division's calculated repayment ratio includes total

deposits into both the general and the primary accounts. Supplemental Comments, at 5. However, the Audit
Division’s calculation excludes contributions designated for the general election and deposited into the Committee’s
general election account from the repayment ratio calculation. The Audit Division included only the contributions
designated for the primary election that were deposited into the general election account. We agree with this
approach because only an analysis of the total funds a committee has available to spend on a primary election, as
opposed to a general election, is relevant to a determination relating 10 matching funds. See OGC Comments on
Preliminary Audit Report on Gary Johnson 2012, Inc. at 6-7 (Oct. 24, 2014).

5 A similar situation, in which the Commission could have opted to separate public funds and private
contributions based on the accounts holding those funds relates to repayments in the general election financing
system. In the general election financing system, publicly funded presidential candidates are not allowed to raise
private contributions. 26 U.S.C. § 9003(b)(2). However, there are two exceptions to this rule. First, major party
candidates receiving public funds may raise private contributions to the extent necessary to compensate for a
deficiency in the government fund used to disburse public funds to the candidate. 11 C.F.R. § 9003.3(b)(!).
Second, minor and new party presidential candidates may supplement their receipt of public funds with private
contributions to defray qualified campaign expenses exceeding the amount of public funds disbursed by the
government fund. 11 C.F.R. § 9003.3(c). In both cases, candidates receiving both public and private funds may opt
to deposit them into separate accounts, or may deposit both types of fund into the same account. 11 C.F.R. §§
9003.3(b)(2), (c)(3), 9005.2(c). Although both regulations explicitly allow for the possibility that a publicly-funded
committee will physically segregate its public from its private funds, the repayment ratio still applies to all of the
accounts. See 11 C.F.R. § 9007.2(b)(2)(iii).
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funds and private primary contributions are commingled even if a committee has more than one
account and the public funds are held separate from the private primary contributions.’ See Final
Report of the Audit Division on LaRouche Democratic Campaign (approved May 17, 1990), at 8
(rejecting committee argument that no repayment required because segregated federal funds
account not used); Final Report of the Audit Division on Albert Gore, Jr. for President
Comnmittee, Inc. (approved July 13, 1989), at 11 (separate bank account for deposit of matching
funds would still require repayment); Final Report of the Audit Division on The Tsongas
Committee, Inc. (approved Dec. 16, 1994), at 65-66 (rejecting argument that Kennedy decision
dlsallows repayment determination where specific account used did not contain matching
funds), Statement of Reasons, Senator Robert Dole and the Dole for President Committee, Inc.

e In 1987, the Commission voted to decline to seek repayment, and to exempt from the operation of the

“mixed pool” principle, the private funds used in connection with a candidate’s continued campaign after becoming
ineligible to receive public funds because of a failure to receive 10 percent or more of the vote in two consecutive
primary elections. See Proposed Statement of Reasons In the Matter of Lyndon H. LaRouche; The LaRouche
Campaign, at 17, Certification In the Matter of Final Repayment Determination and Draft Statement of Reasons —
The LaRouche Campaign, Agenda Document # 87-87 (Aug. 20, 1987) (approving Draft Statement of Reasons by
vote of 5-0). See also 11 C.F.R. § 9033.5(b) (failure to obtain 10 percent of vote in two consecutive primary
elections renders candidate ineligible). The Commission specifically addressed this issue and cited Kennedy for
President Commitlee v. Federal Election Commission, 734 F.2d 1558, 1563 (D.C. Cir. 1984) when it revised its
regulations to allow candidates to use private funds to continue to campaign after the candidate’s DOI. See
Explanation and Justification for Final Rule on Public Financing of Presidential Primary and General Election
Candidates, 56 Fed. Reg. 35898, 35905 (July 29, 1991). 11 C.F.R. § 9034.4(a)(3)(ii). This is consistent with the
Commission’s mixed pool theory because a candidate that continues to campaign after DOI is no longer eligible for
public funds for the purpose of campaigning. Those candidates, therefore, can only receive and use private
contributions for that purpose. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.4(a)(3)(ii).

? In the Tsongas audit, the Commission ultimately declined to seek repayment with respect to amounts
disbursed from a separate account, known as the Andover account, opened by a principal fundraiser, Mr. Nicholas
Rizzo, without the committee’s knowledge. See Cerrification In the Matter of The Tsongas Committee, Inc. —
Report of the Audit Division, Agenda Document # 94-128 (Dec. 8, 1994) (voting to revise repayment
recommendation “relating to the amounts raised and spent by Mr. Rizzo”). See aiso Final Report of the Audit
Division on The Tsongas Committee, Inc. (approved Dec. 16, 1994), at 66 (“However, after considering the
circumstances surrounding this matter, on December 8, 1994, the Commission decided not to seek a repayment.”).
Net deposits to the Andover account totaled approximately $720,000, and most of this sum was converted to Mr.
Rizzo's personal use. See Executive Summary of Final Report of the Audit Division on The Tsongas Committee,
Inc. (approved Dec. 16, 1994), at 2. The Commission’s discussion of the audit indicates that it deemed the audit to
present a unique situation warranting departure from the application of the mixed pool theory, but was not a
rejection of the theory itself. Specifically, Mr. Rizzo had embezzled the committee’s funds; the benefit of the
disbursements from the Andover account had accrued solely to Mr. Rizzo and not to the committee; and the
Andover account did not contain public funds, nor were the funds in the account used to obtain public funds. See,
e.g.. Audio Recording: Commission Open Meeting on the Matter of The Tsongas Committee, Inc. — Report of the
Audit Division, Agenda Doc. # 94-128 (Dec. 8, 1994) (*Audio Recording”), Audio File # 2, at 1:26:11-1:26:35
(statement of Commissioner Thomas opining existence of consensus to not require repayment for disbursements
made for personal use with embezzled money); at 37:45-42:10 (statement of Commissioner McGarry opining
repayment inequitable where committee funds embezzled by trusted confidant and funds used for Mr. Rizzo's
benefit rather than campaign’s; small amount used for campaign’s benefit appropriate subject of repayment,
however); at 49:14-54:34 (statement of Commissioner Thomas, noting very unique circumstances of case because
Mr. Rizzo not acting within scope of committee authority in using funds to pay gambling debts; ratio repayment not
appropriate in this circumstance).
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at 24-25 (approved Feb. 6, 1992) (rejecting argument that expenditures of third party on behalf
of committee causing committee to exceed spending limitations not subject to repayment
because third party never received public funds, and stating “[o]rdinarily, federal matching funds
and private contributions are commingled in a committee’s accounts”).

Finally, if the Commission did not consider “all deposits to all candidate accounts” for
the purpose of the repayment ratio, then a committee would be able to avoid the application of
the theory of a “commingled pool of federal and private monies” and a possible repayment
obligation simply by depositing its public funds and its private contributions into separate
accounts. Committees that did so would be able to claim that they spent only their private
primary contributions, and not their public funds, on non-qualified campaign expenses.

This is exactly what the Committee is claiming in this case. The Kennedy court,
however, rejected the theory that one type of fund (private in that particular case) takes priority
over another type in determining which funds were used to pay non-qualified campaign
expenses.? Kennedy for President Committee v. Federal Election Commission, 734 F.2d 1558
(D.C. Cir. 1984). The Commission’s regulations follow this approach by making it clear that
neither private contributions nor public funds may be used to defray non-qualified campaign
expenses. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.4(a)(l).

IIL.  FINDING 4 - REPORTING OF DEBTS AND OBLIGATIONS

In its response to the DFAR, the Commiittee raises the issue of the proper treatment of a
$300,000 “win bonus” included as a term in the Committee’s contract with its principal
campaign consultant, NSON, also known as Political Advisors. The contract provided that this
amount would be due to NSON from the Commiittee in the event that Mr. Johnson received his
party’s nomination as either Vice President or President — a condition that was fulfilled. Draft
Final Audit Report of the Audit Division on Gary Johnson 2012, Inc., at 21 (March 26, 2015).

The DFAR concluded that the win bonus was an outstanding debt that was incurred as of
the candidate’s DOI — the date that triggered the requirement under the contract to pay the bonus
by virtue of Mr. Johnson’s receiving his party’s nomination for President at that time. /d. Asa
consequence, the Audit Division concluded that the Committee should have reported the bonus
as a debt as of the DOI and continuously thereafter until it was paid. Id, at 22. .

s The Committee also states that but for its inadvertent oversight in failing to change the disclaimer on its

internet-based contribution solicitation pages to reflect its intent to change the allocation of contributions between
the primary and the general election, the factual grounds for the repayment determination would not have been
present. It also quotes the Kennedy court’s observation that “the violation of campaign spending limitations is ofien,
if not usually, inadvertent,” Kennedy v. Federal Election Commission, 734 F.2d 1558, 1560 n.1 (D.C. Cir. 1984). It
is not clear whether the Committee is arguing that the Commission ought to consider what the Committee intended
the disclaimer to be rather than what the disclaimer actually was when evaluating the propriety of the repayment
determination. Regardless of whether the error was “inadvertent,” the Commission must look to the language of the
actual disclaimer in place at the time the contributions were made in determining allocation, as the Audit staff has

" done here.
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In response to the DFAR, the Committee characterizes this finding as concludm%that the
win bonus was a primary expense and that it should have been paid from primary funds.
Committee Response to DFAR, at 3 (dated April 14, 2015). The Committee states that it
“reallocated” payments of $171,200 that it made to NSON during the thirty-day period
immediately following the date of ineligibility [“DOI"] to “what would have been the earlier
invoices based on the reasonable preference of the time-limited win bonus over other pre-DOI
expenses.”'® /d. It appears that the Committee may have chosen, in light of its understanding of
the audit finding, to recharacterize past payments in the amount of $171,200 that it made to

NSON for other services as, instead, a partial payment of the win bonus.

The Committee’s retroactive accounting, to treat a portion of the outstanding debt as
having been paid in the past, may be due to the Audit Division’s observation in the DFAR that
Commission regulations, in pertinent part, do not allow the payment of bonuses to be considered
qualified campaign expenses unless they are paid within 30 days of the DOI. See 11 C.F.R. §
9034.4(a)(5)(i)(B). Nothing in section 9034.4(a)(5) warrants treating the sum of $171,200 as a
proper bonus and therefore a qualified campaign expense. A plain reading of the regulation
requires that the bonus actually be paid within 30 days of the DOI. The Commission has
explained that it promulgated the bonus provision in reaction to a publicly funded campaign
paying large monetary bonuses after the election upon discovery of excess public funds. See
Explanation and Justification of Final Rules on Public Financing of Pres:dennal Candidates and
Nominating Conventions, 68 Fed. Reg. 47386, 47390 (Aug. 8, 2003).!" The requirements that a
bonus be memorialized in an advance written contract and that it be paid within a specific and
restricted period of time must therefore be seen as necessary means to the fulfillment of this
purpose. Allowing the Committee’s retrospective accounting long after the expiration of the
time period provided for in the regulation to substitute for actual, contemporaneous payment
would create too much leeway for publicly-funded committees to thwart that purpose.

’ As discussed below, the Audit Division’s finding is actually that the win bonus is not a qualified campaign

expense because it was not paid within thirty days of the DOI. Further, it is unclear whether, apart from the
Committee's retroactive accounting methodology, any part of this debt has in fact been paid.

10 The Committee notes that the remaining balance of the total bonus amount of $300,000, which would be
$128,800, would not be a qualified campaign expense, and will be addressed through its negotiations with NSON to
settle its debts. This suggests that the Committee regards $171,200 of the bonus as having been paid and the
remainder as having not yet been paid, and therefore remaining as outstanding debt.

" The Commission’s explanation provided here is of the modification of 11 C.F.R. § 9004.4(a)(6), which is
the provision governing payments of gifts and bonuses by committees receiving public funds for the general
election. However, elsewhere in the Explanation and Justification, the Commission notes that it has modified 11
C.F.R. § 9034.4(a)5), the parallel provision pertaining to publicly funded candidates for the primary election, for
the same reasons as for the general election provision. See Explanation and Justification of Final Rules on Public
Financing of Presidential Candidates and Nominating Conventions, 68 Fed. Reg. 47386, 47406 (Aug. 8, 2003)
(“For the reasons explained above in the explanation and justification for newly redesignated 11 C.F.R. §
9004.4(a)6), the Commission has decided to make a similar change to 11 C.F.R. § 9034.4(a)(5).”).
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IV.  FINDING § - EXTENSION OF CREDIT BY A COMMERCIAL VENDOR

Finding S concludes that NSON made a prohibited corporate contribution to the
Committee by extending credit to the Committee outside of its normal course of business and by
not making commercially reasonable attempts to collect approximately $1.75 million in debt
owed by the Committee for services rendered.

The DFAR concluded that because copies of contracts between NSON and other clients
submitted by the Committee redacted the clients’ identities, they did not suffice to show that
NSON’s contractual terms with the Committee were part of its normal course of business. See
Draft Final Audit Report of the Audit Division on Gary Johnson 2012, Inc., at 26 (March 26,
2015). The DFAR stated that because of the redactions, the Commission could not verify the
Committee’s representations as to the political or non-political nature of the clients. Jd. In
response, the Committee argues that nothing in the applicable laws or regulations requires NSON
to disclose the identities of its clients to the Audit staff. Committee Response to DFAR, at 4
(dated April 14,2015). Further, the Committee contends that requiring this disclosure would
violate relevant contract terms or trade customs. Jd. ‘The Committee argues that the similarity of
the terms of the proffered contracts to its own contract with NSON suffices to show that NSON
pursued its normal course of business with the Committee. Jd.

In the context of debt settlement plan review, the Commission has accepted similar
evidence such as a chart from a debtor committee identifying a creditor’s other clients using
letters of the alphabet without requiring independent verification. See Memorandum to
Commission on Withdrawal and Resubmission of Debt Settlement Plan # 11-02, Stouffer for
Congress, at 5-6 (Aug. 10, 2012). However, the context of reviewing debt settlement plans
differs from that of conducting a mandatory audit of a publicly-financed political committee
pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038. In the latter context, committees agree as a condition of receiving
public funds that they will provide evidence of qualified campaign expenses, and records, books,
and other information requested. 26 U.S.C. § 9033(a)(1)-(2). In the public funding area, the
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia has concluded that the Commission
was not required to accept at face value, without supporting documentation or evidence, the
statement of an accountant for an audited committee that putative mark-up charges were
reasonable for the market. LaRouche's Committee for a New Bretton Woods, 439 F.3d 733, 738-
39 (D.C. Cir. 2006). In that case, however, there was apparently no documentation or evidence
to support the accountant’s unsubstantiated conclusion at all, whereas here there is evidence of
similar contract terms.'?

n We note also that a similar issue involving the sufficiency of contract evidence was raised in the Final

Audit Report on the Rightmarch.com PAC Inc. political committee. See Final Audit Report of the Commission on
RIGHTMARCH.COM PAC INC, at 12 (dated February 26, 2013). Rightmarch offered contracts made by similar
vendors in the industry, but did not offer contracts its specific creditor made with other political and non-political
clients. /d. The Commission was not able to approve the finding in which this discussion is located by four
affirmative votes, however, and the finding is in the “Additional Issues” section under Directive 70 . /d, at 13.




